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Review of the Literature -

.

1. Introduction
Recent research in reading has begun.to explicate the complex relatirn
between oral language development and processing and. written lariguage -cqui-
sition and processing. The relation between morpho-phonclogical awareness
afid reading has been established in a number of studies (Liberman, 1980).
The ability to map letter sequences into sound sequences at the morpheme
level (the decoding process) is considered to be the important steép in be-
ginning reading. A summary review of this literature includes findings -
about  the importance of awareness of the word in print and speech and
_awareness of word-segmentation skills to beginning reading facility (Cal-
“fee, Venezky, and Chapman (1969), Calfee, Iindamood and Lindamood (1969),
Fhri (1975), Holden and MacGinitie (1972), Liberman et al (1977), Liber-.
man (1980), Massaro (1973), Sulzby (19795 1980, 1980), Venezky (1970, 1979).
What has not been generally discudsed is the relation between structural-
relational (semantic-syntactic) linguistic knowledge and reading develop-
mgg;.,;lf it is the case that the reading process requires bringing to "
r/'”Ebnscious awareness the categories and relations in language (metalinguistic
abilities), then structural-Eelational knowledge must also play a role in
reading dbvq}opment. Indeed, this latter type of knowledge may be a pre-
reguisite to morpho-phonological awareness and may, in some instances,

N compensate for morpﬁo-phonological’mapping difficulties. The over-all’
purpese.of the research conducted in this project was to examine the rela-
tion.between metalinguistic structural-relational knowledge and reading/

- writing abilities of fourth grade students, from 9 to 11 years of age. .-

~, L. §ignificance'of the Project
‘ & ; : -
It has been suggested by a number of researchers that metalinguistid‘
awareness of categories and Telations is critical-to siuccessful reading.
Mattingly (1972) states that bringing phonological categories and relations
to conscious awareness was crucial to the initial stages of reading acqui-
‘sition. Others have suggested that a general knowledge of linguistic
structures is necessary for successful reading (Gibson and Levin, 1975;
‘ Goodman, 1973; Marshall and Glock, 1977; .Oppenheim, 1981). Several studies
have reported positive correlations between general oral language skills
and reading adhievement (Bougere, 1969; Dixon, 1979; Fea, 1953; Martin,
1955; Ruddell, 1965 , Strickland, 1962 Weintraub, 1968). These low posi-~
tive.corrélations become highly significant with language disordered
(Jansky and deHirsh, 1972) and dyslevic (Vogel, 1975) populations.
’ : ot
Although a number of researchers have, for a long time, suggested
that oral language knowledge in general and metalinguistic abilities in
particular are crucial to the reading acquisition process, the relations
between these processes Kave not been clearly defined. That is, we do not
know what aspects of metalinguistic awareness, in which forms, during -
which age periods are crucial to the process.. It is also not clear what
relations exist between writing and reading processes, although, logically

some kinds of relations should exist amcng afi;these processes.

This reseafch was an attempt to explicate some of these proposed
relations by examining the development of metalinguistic awareness in oral
language processing and reading and in writing in the same populations and.
using the same types of linguistic materials across the thrae modes of
processing. The crucial questdon is one of development. It can be agsumed
o that all three processes change in time. What is not known is how the inter-
Q ) actions among these ‘processes change in time and how patterns of interactions

ERIC : - ~ €




o b ) - i .
¢ ' 4 - ’ 2 .
' may vary in different populations of readers; good, poor and deficited.
As shall be seen in the brief review below, we have a comparatively rich

-

body of knowledge on the development of oral lahguage metalinguistic "aware-
ness, a very meager -body of knowledge oa the relation of this development
to reading developmenteand little on the relation of these developments

to the development Qf writing.

_‘ThéfDevelopment of Metalinguistic Awareness in Oral Language

The linguistic competence of. adults has been described as the ability
to make judgments about utterances; whether or not they are ‘paraphrases of
each other, are ambiguous, anomalous or nongrammatical on the basis of
the structufe of the utterances, the contexts’ in which they are produced
or both (Fromkin and Rodman, 1979). Some examples of these intuitions are
the folfBWing: . ' ' - < ' ’

John loves Mary. Mary is loved by John. (paraphrase)
The turkey is ready to eat. (ambiguous) ;
The apple ate the boy. (anomalous) :

Billed called up here. (nongrammatical)

Such metalinguistic abilities.ére evident during the early periods of
language development; although they do not take the form of talking about .
language structures. Rather, one observes overt practice with language
structures in imitations, monol&gues and invented words (Menyuk, 1976).
These abilities are shown in all linguistic domains; i.e., phonology,
syntax, serantics and pragmatics. However, metalinguistic kngwledge con--
tinues to mature into middle childhood and adulthood. Developmental studies
indicate that the ability to make the above-listed judgments develops in e
time, -that a linguistic knowledge matures, that some types of intuitions
mdeve1bpwbefore“others;”and“that the contexts in which tHese intuitions can
be formed -also- change with maturation (Menyuk, 1977).

~

As an example of the first type of finding, i+ has been observed that
at two gears a sentence such as "The. dog pats’ the mother." is acceptable
but becBmes unacceptable at three years as linguistic knowledge of the con-
straints of the language increase (Bever, 1970). As an example of the
second findipg, it has been observed that children can more easily determine
that a seantence is anomalous than they can determine that a sentence is
nongrammatical (Menyuk, 1963), and they can more easily d-termine paraphrase
than they canm ambiguity (Flood and Menyuk, 1979). Thus it appears that .the
order of deyelopment.of jntuitions about linguistic structures is: anomaly,
nongrammaticality, paraphrase and ambiguity. However, these findings con-— |
cerning the order in which types of intuitions develop does not provide a - _
J complete picture of the development of linguistic intuitions or. metalinguistic -
. knowledge. It is also the case that witiin each category of _ntuition :
) .__ developmental changes occur. - For.-example, anomaly can be detected early in
utterances which violate the expected subject-cbject relations but only much
later in sentences which viblate the dependenﬁ relations between two propo-
sitions (for example, 'She is pretty but nice.").. Nongrammaticality can
be detected early in utterances which violate the rule of adjective cluster= }
.. ing (“gray old mare") (Menyuk, 1971). " However, both with anomaly and non-
-+ grammaticality, the range of contexts in which these deviations can be de-
7, tected, during what age periods has not been examined. The developmental
trends with paraphrasé and ambiguity are clearer. The domains in which pata-

¢
A
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phrase can be genéréted (Hoar, 1977) and ambiguity detected (Schultz and
-Pilon, “T973) in oral language also change in time, and have been delineated.
Finally, what may be the case but has not been experimentally tested, is
that intuitions about %s0lated utterances are more easily formed than in-
tuitions about utterances embedded in passages. There are, therefore,
several guestions about metalinguistic knowledge in oral language process-
ing which need to be resolved. However, it is clear that developmental
changes in this knowledge occur well into the middle childhood years.

. Relations between Metalinguistic Awareness and Reading
There are three ways that the relation between"oral language processing
and development and written language processing has been viewed. These
are: 1) that written language processing is dependent on oral language
development or 2) that-both types. of processing and development are dependeﬁt
on ‘the same super-ordinate cognitive abilities or 3) that processing of written
material is initially.dependent on oral language knowledge and then becomes
independent in developmental stages that reflecg changes in the level of acqui-.
"sition of oral language knowledge. It has bean argucd that this last posi- = -
tion is the most explanatory (Menyuk, 1980). The gist of the argument is
that, at least at the beginning of the reading process, what is'required is
transformation of written material ingp;gpal'languageﬂcategories and relations.
As structural oral language knowledge is established, this process becomes )
\ ~automatic or so rapid that it appears to be automatfc. Such a possibility
- " of automatic processing has also been suggested by LaBerge and- Samuels (1974).
Then, '"Gradually this intermediate link, spoken language, disappears -and
written language 1is converted intlo a system of signs that directly symbolize
the entities and relations between them." (Vygots.y, 1978, p. 106).

The above view is suSported'by some research findings (Ryan, 1979)
that level of knowledge of particuiar linguistic structures affects the ease
with which these structures are read. Bowey (1980) found that senténces con-
~taining structures that are known tO be early acquisitions were read mere
quickly and with fewer errors by 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade children than were
sentences containing structures that are known to be later acquisitions. - -
Variations in the structural complexity of well-learned structures did not
affeet oral reading performance to a significant éxtent‘whéreas the relative
complexity of less.well-learned structures had a marked effect. Goldsmith
(1977) found near perfect performance by 9 to 11 year-old-childfen in listen-
ing and reading simple types of relative clauses (an early acquisition),
whereas they experienced difficulty in understanding and reading more complex
types of such clauses (a late acquisition). As was noted previously, oral
language knowledge is a much better predictor of beginning reading performance
in populations with language disorders than in populations without such
deficits. One might assume that in the, latter populations scme level of
automaticity of procéSSing has been achieved with the structures they are R
~reqnired o read whereas the children with language disorders are probably
in the process of acquiring these structures. Flood and Menyuk (1979)
found a significant correlation between level of reading and success in meta-
linguistic processing. More importantly, they found that good readers had

developed more sophisticated metalinguistic processes than average readers.

These findings, taken together, seem to indicate that children have
‘great difficulty in reading sentences which contain structures they have not.
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‘acquired, some difficulty in reading sentencesAcgptaining structures they
-- are in the process of acquiring and -read automatically those structures

that are well-learned. This hypothesis has not been directly tested by

. - . A’
s an examination of level of oral language knowledge of structures by indi-

' viduals and therr their reading of these structures in either sentences or
Y passages. ’ .

-

Relations between Metalinguistic -Awareness and Writing

Much current research on writing has focussed on-the writing processf
. Scardamalia, Bereiter and other OISE researchers, for example, have studied
;//’~ the writing deVelopment of elemgntary school students, examining the cogni-
tive and communicative demands made on early writers (Scardamalia, 1981;
Bereiter, 1980; Bereiter-and Scaraamalia, in press; Bracewell, 1980; Hidi
and Hilyard, LSBG); Flowers and Hdyes, using protocol analysis of college
~ and professional writers, have explored writing as a -problem-solving agti-
. vity, with writers having to accesSs and control their meanings through
" specific planc and strategies.(Fldwers and Hayes, 1977 and 1979) .. Graves
and his colleagues at- the University of New Hampshire‘have observed..and
recorded in great detail what elegentary school children readily do as
‘they begin to write and revise, (Graves, 1975.and 1979; Calkins, 1980;
Sowers, 1979). .. i
This research into the writing protess, as well as other recent
research [sze Perl, 1979; Stallard, 1974;Britten et al, 1975), has re-
vealed tne .complexity of the composing process.: Writing -is no longer seen
as an isomorphic, linear, sequential act proceeding through discrefe stages L
of prewriting, writing and revising. Instead writing is beginning to be_ . —— - —
recognized*as a recursive, often idiosyncratic process which draws on a
writer's full communicative, cognitive and linguistic competence. The cur-
rent research further suggests that because writing an informative and co-
hesive text is such a complex task, writers-- as they develop and become ’
more proficient-- have to learn how to control their substantive, rhetorical
and linguistic knolwedge, that is, they learn to use their metacognitive
and metalinguistic awareness. - In sum, current.research into writing, and
the models generated from this research, have begun to name the components
of composing, indicating theﬁcognitive and linguistic processes subsumed
within writing, and suggesting how s writer moves from fuzzy thought to
. correct prose,’from idea to text. : ’

Most of the current research, however, has focussed on the ideational

and rhetorical components of the process, on the constructive side of the
- composing-process: how meaning is composed and revised relative to constraints
of audience, information, rhetorical mode and syntax. Very little research
has been done at the other end of the composing process: how a writer learns;
accesses and applies. his knowledge of written English while composing and -
revising; how knowledge of siandard written English develops and is used in
writing. There has been little examination of how a writer's attention can
turn from faithfully mapping and transcribing his thought's onto paper to
' higher level concerns such as substance, rhetoric, text cohesion, audience

and style. Coe -

As many researchers have pointed out, writing can be seen as a formal
‘ operation wherein a writer has to manipulate words in the absence of an
. immediate context; the act of writing is conscious-symbol manipulation-

R, .v - L . ) 1,
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which must .be learned at school: the spoken word must be turned inte
. letters; these -letters.will represent sound and meaning of a word; and
these words must be conjoined in sentences to be understood by a reader,
_ (Vygetsky, 1962 Olsen, 1977; Bereiter and Scardamalia, in’ press).
- yéaning must be exchanged:in silence, and this process ‘'is far- different
' from the noise, gesture and insistence of speaking. -Moreover, the process
can misfire at sgveral junq;ures—— retrieving, cqpposing, mapping, reyising,
or transcribing words. THerefore, if a researcher is interes;éd‘primarily
in the mapping and traqsc;ibing of meaning and.not in retrieving, composing
or revising, the reseafcher mast provide the content tO be written so that
the writer's attention is not focussed ,on retrieving, composing or revisi
information. Because the content haq; een- supplied, the writer can attend”
“ . to form, as in a typing task whereinra typist seeks the repligation of the
) meaning thirough replication of the form—- the words, spelling and punctua-
tion. By proviéing the information to be writpén, tthe researcher can
- investigate the metalinguistic skjlls of' mapping and transcribing sentences,

R (See_Bracewell, 1980, for an example of research that focuses on form).
. . . .
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2 PURPOSE OF. RT.SEARCH ", , | 3
o The first putpose of theacgrientrfESearch'was to examin the'developmédt of . ’

comprehension and production”in written language of twojaspects of ‘linguistic.
.knowledge-- knowledge-of'ambiguity a@ddparaphrase-e whi¢h are knovm to develop
in oral language -over the middle -and- later childhood yeprs and.on.jinto adulk-
- hood.. As will be shown, preliminary findings indicate fthat there may be a
subgtantial” amount of individual ‘variation in this prdodess; the extent and
natyre of this Qa;ia{ion warrants'and needs further inyestigation.
, HE. -z - ._-i'J :
Another element of this first pnxﬁoéé(of examining writtén response -
was 'to charactefize variations -on both mechanics and e Qfession. Méchanics.
is taken here tgQ include variations in capitalization,fpunctuation, spelling,
inflecgional'morphology and verb fénée and aspect. THe expected areas of
~variacion in-expression were syntactfc (use of pronomial, passive/active, )
"dative movement, fronting, and deletion) and- lexical. In light of the
" currenf concern amorg educators that students are no per forming up to ex-—_ .
pected-writing competence levels, this examination o variation in expression
and mechanits may have theoretical and educational gpplications: Our investi-= |
jith the facfor of expression and only .-

B

gation up to this time has dealt only w
with children aged nine to eleven years. In progress is an examination of
the factor of mechanics in the data obtained. and we are unable to report upop
it at this time. . - . e ‘ h
. The seconda?y purp£;e~0f the rgsearéh was to/examine the influences of
‘ reading ability as measured by currertly used stagdar ized reading tests roL
(Reading Comprehension section of thé Stanford Achievement’ Test) and sex
on the devéloémenc of this.knqwledge of ambiguit and paraphrase. Cibson and.
‘Levin (1975) maintain that"'the recognifion of a paraphrase seems, ;ntuitiveiy,
"to be the essence of comprehengion..." In fact,/able readers are able to para-
phrase-- to remember the gist of what ‘they tead regardless of .the production
task constraints, whéther the task is free rechll~(Gomulicki, 1965; Fillen- 7
- baum, 1966; Drum, 1974; Kintsch, 1974) en ré¢dgndion-of fsolated components
- abstracted from the text (Bransford, Barciay,/&nd‘FrEgké, 1972). Memory for
2\ prose is not necessarily a verbatim.rendition 5E'ag'icqqic Tepresentation.
Rather, it is the selection and rearraﬁgeméﬁt of ‘element3 of the text Into
. a feasonable, efficient paraphraig.-; e TR :

. - . - - . . !
. \\ R / . - . .
B ’ N . :

PREPARATION OF SENTENCES AND PASSAGES = S

A 1list of sentences and®passages containing the target structures was C
constructed for this phase of our research. Eight semtences contained ambi- . -
guity and students were asked to.provide two 6r more interpreta;ionS'Gf each .
sentence. Eight other sentences required one of four types of paraphrase'opxy .
(lexical, fronting, dative movement, active/passive). M .

4
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Four passages at each age level containing ambiguities were constructed.
Each passage contained a different type of ambiguity (lexical, pronominal,
sentence phrasing, deep structure). Passages for each age group were commen-
surate with assumed level of language abilities, i.e., length and complexity
of structures and subject matter interests. Examples of these stimulus jtems
are presented below: 7 :

N o .AMBIGUITIES

Nam is standing by the teacher talking .to the little boy.
" The coach asked,me how many times Jack beat Stuart.

John played with the dog while"he was eating.

Mary wanted to work with Sue, but 1 chose her. .
Thomas walked home,” his bookbag held over his shoulder and

wv B

Do.youiwant/a tiger to chése’yOu'or a lion? \\
Bob's speech made the teacher angry. N
8. -The fat farmer's wife cooks all day long. \\

~N o

;
/

PARAPHRASE SENTENCES

The big boy sat in the baby's chair and broke it.

His mother was waiting when he arrived home.

‘The money for the trip was raised by the fourth grade class.
The teacher sent the report card to his parents.

John sent every’girl a valentine. c

The blackvénd white puppy was bought by Jimmy's older sister.
After school, Joanne stopped at the store. -

The teacher told us to stop talking.

o~ W

Passages . .
Bill‘waguangry at Johﬁ. He took his bascball bat. Sally ran to tell

the principal. Thefprincipal promised to do something about it right

away. s . . '

Mary, Peter and Jo€ became friends last summer ‘They saw each other
every day at camp. Mary likes Peter better than Joe. “amp won't be
the same next year. '

Everyone-knoWs,Farmer Brown islclumsy. ‘Yest&rday, he hurt his calf

while he was mending the fence around the cow pasture. The dayﬁkgﬁore,

a goose bit his hand at feeding time. ’

Coming down the stairs, I saw thé young boy fall. They took 'him té the

nurse’s office to bandage his leg. I hope he'll be better tomorrow.

]

PROCEDURES

.

TASKS AT THE SENTENCE LEVEL

]
y

"

We have looked at the skillé of paraphrase by examining each student’'s

. ability to detect ambigaity and to generate unambiguous paraphrase at the

sentence. level. : . .
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Subjects were asked to read sixteen sentences: eight contained
ambiguity, and eight did not contain ambiguity. Students were asked
to génerate the two (or wore) underlying sentences for ambiguity and,
in this way, were required to generate paraphrase at the.sentence
level. With unambiguous sentences, they were asked to rephrase the
sentgnce but keep the meaning the same. This procedure also allows
for the possibility of detecting ambiguity in what we might consider
non-ambiguous sentences,. but, in any case, requires paraphrasing.

.

SUBJECTS

3

Subjects were sixty-two native English-speaking fourth grade students,-
ages nine to eleven, selected from public schools in a lower to middle-income
suburb of Boston. Stanford Reading Achievement scores for the children ’
ranged- from a low of 42nd . percentile ranking to a high of 99th percentile;
one quarter (%) of the sample fell between the 42nd and 62nd percentile; one
quarter (%) fell between the 79th and 99th percentile; and one half (%) of
our sample fell between these points. ' ’

Students with known reading/writiné pgtholog§ were not included in .the’
sample. . -

READING RESULTS

HARAPHRASE

We have chosen here to illustrate response to four representative
paraphrase items. Below are listed the items with their expected paraphrase

N

" mechanism:

The teacher told us to stop talking. (lexical substitution)
The money for the trip was raised by the' fourth grade class:(de-passivi-

zation) v .
John sent every girl a valentine. (dative movement)
His mother was waiting when he arrived home. (re-arrangement of clauses

fronting)

The resulting distribution of responses was obtained from our sixty-two
fourth graders on these items: :

.~

b
IS



Figure ]

Distributiop of Responses for Paraphrase Sentences

4

Lexical Substitution:-  de-passivize: - dativel Fronting:
"Stop talking" . elass trip® "John's Valentine”  "Mother waiting'

Expected

stratepy: 16 8 6 R
Other ' L : «
U strategy: 14 quote "stop - 1 dative 1 lexical change 10 lexical change
talking" movement (1.e., gave, ‘
ﬂ wrote, female,
heart, card)
2l attempted to - 9 lexical . 28 passive .
quote without - " change f
~ appropriate o . "
' punctuat ion | e # |
\ /
Inaccurate,
» paraphrase
(sligbx

change in éﬁ’

meaning): 9 (changes implied | 10 fomission of

 \4”9“" 4 8 meaning B's
thredt or causality) . content items)

3 deletions of
content items

Q
\

/

oAnomatuus ) '
~ o 3

response: 2. 12 DR
%

Exemplars of the behaviors noted here are provided in Figure o

[




Figure 2.

" Gtrimuli: Paraphrase Sentences

e . -
I

°  Stimulus Senféﬁge: The teacher told us to stop talking.
Category: ¥icd e

PRy
—

Expected Sf?afég i o
1. The teacher told us to stop vapping. ..
2. The teacher told us to be quiet..

Other . Strategyv s -
-1. "Stop talking," said the teacﬁgrﬂ~
, 2. Stop talking the teacher told us.

-

Inaccurate Phraoﬁrasé {slight change in meaning)

1. We stopped talking because the teacher said no.
2. The talking stopped after the teacher warned us.

Anomalous

1. '"stop talking the,' teacher told us.
2. "“stop talking the," the teacher told us.

Stimulus Sentence: The monev for.the trip was raised by the fourth
grade class. ’ ‘
Category: Passive/active

Expected Strategy

1. The fourth grade raised the mongy for the trip. °
2. The fourth grade earned the monéy for the trip.

Other Strategy (Category: Lexical)
C— 1. ~The-money—for#Ehedvoyage~wasﬁraised—by—the~£our%h~grade7——-
. o 2, The money for the trip was collected by the fourth grade.

N

. : N ’
Inaccurate Parapﬁrase (slight change in meaning)

1. - The“money was!raised.from the fourth grade.
2. The money for the trip came from the fourth grade. . -

Anomalous .

1. 'The trip forl#the money was raised by the'fourth-grade élass}
2. The money for the trip wa raised by the fourht grade stunts.
. . 3. The money for the vacaiton was lomed by the forth grade..

1

o
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Stimulus Sentence: .John sent every girl a valentine.
Category: .Dative T

» )

Expeéted Strategg
1. John sent a valentine to every girl.
2. Jobn gave valentines to every girl.

Other Strategy (Category: Lexical)
1. John sent every girl a hart (sic).
2. . John wrote every girl a valentine.

Other Strategyv (Category: Passive)
#1. Every girl got a valentine from John. -

“Tnaccurate Paraphrase (slight change in meaning)
1, Every girl had a valentine from John. : \
2. Johns mother told John to send a valentine card to every

girl in the. class.

[

Anomalous Response

; 1. A girl got a valentine by John. ' : ’ :
2. Mevery girl got a valentine" from John (sic). \

o - . -

v

Stimulus Sentence: His mother was wairiug when he arrived home.
‘Category: Fromting ' :

Expected Strategy
1. When he arrived home his mother was waiting.
2. Vthen he arrived home his mother was waiting for him.

»;Other—Strategxf(Category:W_Lexical)
1. His mother was waiting when he got there.’
2. His gother was waiting when he came home.

Inaccurate Paraphrase (slight change in meaning)

1. His mother was wailting for his father when he arrived home.
2. Jimmy's mother waited, waited and waited till Jimmy cam home (sic).

.

Anomalous . . .
.. "1. Home arrived him while his mother was waiting:
2. "when he arrived," home his mother was waiting. ’

@
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As may be seen, students were most successful in paraphrasing sentences
with optionally positioned phrases, and least successful in forming the da-
. tive. Because the dative may also be successfully passivized, and these
children were quite successful on passive sentences, it is not surprising -
that many of them chose this option instead of- the dative: The passive,
however, appears to stymie.some children, as may be seen by the large number
‘of anomalous responses. The last category, lexical substitution, engendered
an unusual strategy, probably because of its verb of communication and be-
cause of the mode of the paraphrase task, i.e., writing. The most common -
response of students to this sentence was to attempt to punctuate it ag a
direct cuotation. However, many children did attempt to change vocabulary.

[

AMBIGUITY
a
The following figure indicates the'rOughAdiétribution of responses
to four representative ambiguous sencences by sixty-two fourth grade ch;% -
ren. Sentences: <

John piayed with the doy while he was eating. (ambiguous”
promonimal reference) :

The coach asked me how many times Jack bea” Stuart.
(ambiguous lexical item)

Would you rather have a tiger chase you or & lion?
(deep structure ambiguity) ‘

The fat farmer's wife cooks all day long. (surface !

structure or- bracketed ambiguity) . '

on

Q Lo~
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Figure 3

Distribufion of Responses for Ambiguous Sentences

Pronominal: Lexical: Deep Structure = Surface Structure
John/Dog " ...DBeat Stuart Tiger/Lion Farmer's Wife
Totally correct Lo \
(both readings) .12 11 . 2 1
| | R b

One reading only b 29 | 9 ’ 27 -, 18
Paréphraée | v ‘
retaining o , 4 . - E .
ambiguity 14 S | 19 i Y |
Anomalous _ i
response.. . . 6 L 10 15 ° 16

©

_Représentative reéponses fbg"eaqh of these categories are provided in Figure b,

1\- «




15

”Eiggre'h

Stimuli: ﬁmbiguous Sentences

Stimulus Senterce: The coach asked me nhow many times Jack
- _ ~ Beat Stuart.

Category:- Lexical Ambiguity ’

“Totallv Correct Response ,
1. .The coach asked Jdck how many times he beat Stuart in a fight.

Jack beat Stuart in the baseball game. :
' ‘How many times did Jack beat up Stuart asked the coach.
. o 2. The coach asked how many times Jack beat Stuart in the 600.

rParaphréée Ask But Retains Ambiguity Response

- 1. The coach wondered how many times Jack beat Stuart. .
2. The coach wanted me to answer the gustion (sic) did Jack beat Stuart.

T

Single Reading Response _ g
i 1. The coach asked me how many times Jack won.
The coach asked me how many times I won Stuart. o R

2. Coach asked me how many time Stuart beaten up by Jack (sic).
How many times had Jack beaten up Stuart asked the coach.

Anomalous- Response .

1. The coach was talking to me about Jack and Stuaft.
2. Beat him.in racing and stuff. o

/

Stimulus Sentence: John played with the dég while he was eating.
Category: Pronominal Ambiguity . ‘ N 7

Totally Correct Response . )
- 1. John playedIWiﬁh the dog while the dog was eating.’

o : John played with the dog while John was eating.
T , 2. John played with the eating dog. : —_ R
- ‘ ' John was eating when he played with the dog. - : .
8 ST Single Reading Response ' )
' N 1. John was playing with the dog dand eating at the same time.
g As he was eating he fooled with the dog. :
~ *.2. The dog didn't mind John playing with him while the dog eat.
\\\\\?he dog was being play with while he was eating. -~ = = ° o

Retain™Ambiguity , o
.o . 1. While
2. John was

ohn plaved with dog he was eating. '
laying with the dog and he was eating.

Anomalous Response
1. John played_witﬁ\$§ (sic) dog in the backyard. .

2. He pet the dog. e\gléyed catch.

.:31: ¥
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Stimulus Sentence: The fat farmer's wifé cooks all day long.
Catego;y:‘ Bracketing Ambiguity -
- Totally Correct Respcnse '

1, The farmer's fat wife cooks all day long.

2. The wife of the fat farmer cooks all day long.

Single Reading Response

Fat Farmer ) _ ‘ :
1. The®fat farmar has a wife that cooks all' day long.
.2, The wife of the fat farmer cooks all day long.

-

Fat Wife ° .
1. The fat lady cooks all day long.
2. The chubby lady cooks all day long. ©

Retain Ambiguity

> ' 1. all day the FaE:Farmers wife cooks (sic).
N 2. The Fat Farmer's wife is a all day long cooker (sic). w

Anomalous Response
,1. She is being cook all day. .
2. cooks at the stove all day ‘(sic).

¢

Stimulus. Sentence: Do you want 2 tiger to chase ydu'or a lion?
Category: Deuvp Structure Ambiguity - :

Totally Correct Response - *
1. What do you want to chase you a tiger or a liom.
_ Should a tiger chase a lion or :you.
2. Do you want a tiger to chase you or do-vou want the tiger
to chase the lion (sic). :

: Single Reading Response
1. I want the tiger to chase the lion. &
- T wan't (sic) the tiger to get the lion. 3
2. A tiger or a lion will chase you. '
Which one will ydu chose (sic). N
Do you :ant to be chased by a tiger or a lion?

. [ .
Retain Ambiguity T,

1.° Do you want a tiger to chase.you or else a lion?
2. Do you want a lion to chase you or a tiger.

‘Anomalous Response " - S _
1. Wbuld.you_like a bigistriped cat to chase you or a big yellow one?
2. ,Do you want to be chased by the ball team. : ‘

¢
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As may be readily observed, pronominal reference was easiest*for
the fourth graders to disambiguate, both in terms of number of correct
responses and minimal numbet of° anomalous responses, while surface struc-—
o ture “ambiguity was most difficult for this group on the basis of thes=
criteria. These results are somewhat in variance with the results of
Shultz & Pilon's (1973} finding that lexical and surfacé structure am-
biguity were those first resolved by young children. It is also interest-
ing to note that children found lexical ambiguity difficult to perceive
and to resolve, i.e., they did not find.it ambiguous. Werner and Kaplan
(1972) found developmental changes in finding the meaning of a nonsense
~word that reflected an increasing ability to disassuniate a word from a
“particular sentential context. In summary, our choice c¢f items may have

prejudiced the results to some extent. . v

"~

EXAMINATION OF SCORES BY SEX

READING SCORES (STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT) . ' ‘

Reading scores were analyzed to chgcﬁ/for homogeneity of reading

) ability of male and female fourth grade readers.- No significant differ-
ence in overall reading ability was found - for the two groups (t=1.02, n.s.).

While performance on the paraplirase portion of our battery was

consistent with.these findings, showing no significant difference by sex
{t=.315), boys performed sighificanclv more poorly on the ambiguities
sub-test than did the girls (t=2.14, p <.05, 2-tail); this difficulty
cannot be explained by particularly peor reading abilities of our boys, as
their reading achievement scores do not differ significantly from our

n girls.’ . :

‘“

CdRRELATIQN OF SUB-TEST SCORES WITH READING ABILITY

We have examined the correspondence between fourth graders' pé;fdrm-
.ance on Our ambiguities and paraphrase tasks and their reading achievement
scores. ' ' . .
Ability to paraphrase appears to be highly correlated with reading
ability in our sample (r=.43, p<.00l, 2-tail).

That many of our ambiguity and paraphrase items appear to tap the
same underlying skills or pxoc%sses may be seen from our analysis of these
items against each other, showing that performance on paraphrase and ambig-
uity items is_significantly correlated (r=.277, p<.05," 2-tail).

-3
5

DISCUSSION a o B

This study of knowledge of parabhrase and ambiguity and the translation
of this knowledge into reading and writing performance, indicates the
necessity of taking into account ﬁhis knowledge in both the .construction
‘of appropriate reading and writidg materials and in reading and writing
instruction for students of varying ages. Insight into strategies used
in the gradual acquisition of fuli'competeﬁce in these areas. and other
- areas of meta-linguistic abilities will give further evidence of the
strategies used in the exercise of reading and writing and their dev-
elopment. Ebig_iqformqtioq may @e applied to program development.
In Studv Two (p. 26, below) we havé extended this investigation
to other age groups: seventh graders, tenth graders and c¢ollege
freshmen. A comparison of the performance of high and low ability
~  groupings of-students at the various grade levels on our tasks also help
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establish the importance of these two skills for reading and writing
achievement in general.’ We will also be dealing with the mechanics
factor and developmental changes in this factor. The most obvious atea o
of. application would seem to be curricula for-the development of basic

skills of functioning with written language within the "language arts.

$kill in paraphrase and disambiguation will be important for students in

dealing successfully with readings in all content areas, especially math,

science, and the social studies. A finding of relatively iate acquisition )

of certain specific sub~abilities may well provide tle basis for careful ~TTT Yt ———
scrutiny of materials -and expectétiOns-for,feading and writing during the

school years. Further, our data indicate that development of curricula

which engage the meta-linguistic abilities of students-may. have general

consequences in their overall reading and writing competence.

d

WRITING'RESULTS ,
P T _ ® . - ' "
“Yariation. in Mapping and Transcribing : ' .

To demonstrate paraphrase and disambiguation competency, the fourth
" graders had to-write sentences. We see this language processing/production
"task as having three routines: 1) the writer has to silently generate
grammatically correct sentences that either paraphrase or disambiguate
a target sentence: . this is a language-processigg»task; 2) the writer has
> to map, copy from his mind onto paper, this paraphrase or disambiguation,
holding this sentence in mind as he faithfully represents it on the paper:
this is a lgnguage-mappigg_task; and 3) the writer has to produce'a
transcription of his paraphrase or disaﬁbiggation in the correct written
form: .this is a language-transcribiqg_task.~ The sentences written by the
fourth graders, therefore, are the result of this threefold process in
_which silent pdraphrase or disambiguation may influence or interfere with
faithful mapping which may interfere with standard English transcription.
Due to this confluence of tasks —- processing, mapping and transcribing-- -
- the sentences written by the subjects embody a mixture of the options and
constraints inherent in the three processing/productiOp'tasks, and
variations in written response, i.e., students having different and/gr more
errprsi'éannot readily be explajned by a student's lack.of~a specific

. .met4ilinguistic routine. In sum, we. cannot be certain what routine in the

overall process of writing paraphrases and disambiguations presents tﬁE]\ e~
necessary and sufficient problem which will manifest itself in an
incorrect_response. For example, when a subiect writes '""The money for

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

the trip wa raised the fourht grade- stunts” (sic) as a paraphrase for '"The
money for tire trip was raised by the fourth grade class", we have no way of
knowing where and why the language_breakdown has occurred. Did the writer
really have the correct lexical paraphrase in mind (""The money was

raised by the. fourth grade students.") but coyld not map it correctly? Or

did the constraints of writing the sentence correctly (spelling, punctuation, ®
penmanship) result in failure to realize the correct p;;aphrase he had in
mind.. - :

s

Analvzing the Writing

s

‘Even though we cannot be sure of the reasons for errors, 'monetheless,
by characterizing and counting the mistakes, we can sge whether students
designated as ''Better Readers'" or "poorer Readers'" made more mistakes in
writing paraphrases and disambﬁguations, and we can examine the type of
errors made by cach group. Such an examination may suggest that the
metalinguisEiC'knowledge that results in being-able to corﬁgqtly_paraphrase

[
[N
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and disambiguate, also.results-in these paraphrases and disambiguations
being better written, that is,~containiﬁg fewer erroys in grammaticality'
and mecharics- thag the students who had trouble with the metalinguistic
processing/produc%}on tasks of paraphrasing and disamb;guaging target
sentences. C o ' :

Constraints of Writing

L4 . . L
D) .Errors occur -because subjects violated .the constraints of written
- seftence production. Some of these constraints govern both spoken and
) written language (syntaw, semantics and morphology), while other
constraints are peculiar to the written ;anguage.(punctuation, spelling
and.capitalization). A list. of the constraints which could be violated
are as follows: -, . )

N
- e . -

1. Syntax -- Ungrammaticai or ngnstandard sentences resulting from

a) words -missing; b) inverfed word order; and c) errors in verb tense or -
usage. L ' :
2. Morphology -- ‘“Errors in verb and noun inflectioms. N
TN 3. Semantics.-- Anomalous sentences or anomalous’words within
sentence (sentence frame dissonanc®). "ui s T
. Y + . ’ - N 3
‘ 4. Trdnscription or Mechanics -- Errors in punctuation (end or

internal), spelling (copied or new words) andscapitalization. -

. o ' e . . :

° -

-l

Options of Writing .
Since the written responses of the\sEqdénts were .circums
sentences to he paraphrased and disambiguated; errors in res
also be correlated to the options available to complete the fask.. Writers
may Mary in the number of words and/or senténces needed to orrectly com-.
plete the task; and writers may also vary in the number of fnew words intro-
duced.> The number and type of errdy might, in‘fact, be a'keflection of the
_syntactic -and, semantic options the subject employed, i.e., "Better Readers"
may use fewer or more words to complete_thé task; or "Pooyer Readers' may
introduce more new words and théreﬁfre make more mistakes |because they
are also poorer writers. _ A :

4bed by the' / _
nses might

X

The- following options were available for paraphrasing and disambig-
. uating. ‘(Notice that a writer has no.transcription options and morphological

options that are constrained by syntax.) .
@ v, » Q *

1. Syntax i- Word order and verb aspect can be altered to complete
T task- ! X ’ R \ ) T
. o ) o
2. Semantics -- New words and/or phrases can be ,added to complete -

task. Options are particularly interesting because they lie at the heart

of metalingdistic awareness: who has the most facility with and knowledge

about language. ' . e

& = : . . \,
WETHOD OF DATA COLLECTION - N s
. To analyze and characterize the errors we'ﬂiviJed the students into
«+  two groups: ~1) the "Better Readefs' who scored 80; and above on_the
Reading Comprehension section of the Stqpford Achi%Vemenz Test: and 2) the

-]
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"poorer Readers' who scored below 80 on the same test.

Itew.s ‘Analyzed e, e SR . S 4 '
. . “ . < ¢ ' . ’ ~
/pata for the followingiitems were collected: . I

o/ :
1)" "Number of words written R _ -
2) “Number of sentences written’. '

< 3) Number of errors (see #96) IR 3
4) - New words introduced -
- 5) Spell1ng errors of words. 1ntroduced .
6) Syntactic Errors ‘ ' f/,,;/-‘ -
- , . .
a) ungrammatical sentencés, includlng senéfnce fragment
b) articles missing . o - : a
¢) verb missing . - o o : R
'4 ) . d) noun missing ‘ e < , .
. e) particle- : BRI '
£) ‘infinitive -
- g) preposition ungrammatical% T, &
§ i) run-together sentence - -
7) Morphological Errors s 3;"7' .k
7 - a) wverb inflections ' . v
- i. past ) IS - S
T ii, progresslve L T . .
“"ﬁ‘, . iii. present (subgect-verb agreement) ' , s
b) noun "inflections o . oo L S N
is plurals _ ST : “ et
, ii. possessive _ A Ce . -
8) °Semantlc Errors 4 ' St
pr - o e . e -
a)~nonsensical sentence " T e
 b) anomalous words - A o i
.9) Transcription3Errors oo S )
) o a) end marks of punctuatlon o T f' T '
- i. period. - oo . - . :
: ) _ii. question mark - SN ' * C T e o s
—— . b 11nternal punctuationy - - o T o "
- -~ i. .apostrophe ’ - -
——— ii. quotation marks | S o o . . s
' ' {ii. commas : : Lol RN
¢) spelling/copying } words in target sentence L e
d) capitalization and lower case letters : 2'¢ S
‘ _ ’ - ) . -
RESULTS ‘ - - ’ » v

.. - ‘ - s

The pe;formance of betger and poorer readers is reported in Table |
below. The data were collected individually for paraphrase and ambiguity
tasks, and. totals for type and token compiled; most of the results which

follow are frOm the comb1ned totals. - -
s ° A
1. Number of Words _ o éq‘ .
Both groups -- the’ Better and Pcorer Readers -- generated appT0x1mate1y
the same number of words to - complete the tasks.- - ‘ -

\). L o . ‘ : B -
. L ok -
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Syntéx .

» Morphoioéy
Semantics
Irahscriptionf

P

Total Errors

Total Words

Total Errors *

Total Sente

«
13
» _'
! < e
/ . %,‘
.
’
’.-f

21
) S
&
~ Table 1 :
ANALYSIS 'OF THE TOTAL WRITING ERRORS OF
GOOD AND AVERAGE READERS
Good Readers ~ Average Readers
> 25 errors 53 errors
17 | 57
7 25
& .
154 ° 332 .. .
» 203errors’ 467"9rrors :
- = 6.3% 13.6%. ., .
o ’ ~ ’ ‘ -
J . T
A ' hd L ————
54% 119% - ‘ T
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Sentences

/
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average length of -s
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3. Total and Type
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4. New Words Intro
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frequently than the
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ed six times more

Poorer Readers had twice as many syntactic errors as Better Readers.

rrors
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errors in transcription -- ‘the final routine or'compsﬁéht\gf the task --
reflect'thé subject's~lack of familiarity with written Englishi— That Better
Readers are also better in English mechanics might be explained in two.ways:

1) Better Readers "ve had more exposure to written language and are model-_
ing the form they have read; and/or 2) Better Readers have had more practice

and/or drill in writing and therefore they know more &nd are more careful
about their writing. Regardless of the explanation, Better Readers can be
considered to have enhanced metalinguistic awareness in that they are more
aware of the constraints of the writteh langlage -and therefore seek to -
produce a text which imitates the correct, form of writing. Poorer Readers,
on the other hand, may be poor transcribers because one part of being a’’
poor reader is having problems paying attention to both surface struzkdre
and meaning (LaBerge,  and Samuels, 1974). For the Better Reader, however,
surface structure decoding becomes automatic and atteption can be given to
the deeper meaning aspects of the text, those very meaning aspects that

are tapped by the paraphrase and disambiguation tasks. Lending Support to
the notion that the Poorer Readers have more difficulty with suffaces is that
‘the Pooreyx Beé¢ers made nearly three times as many copying errors (the

word was already present in the supplied text) as the Better Readers, and
the Poorer Readers misspelled new words they intreduced into the text

six times more frequently than the Better Readers.

' Poorer Readers made end punctuation errors (period or question nark)
more than twice as frequently as the Better Readers (PR-128 errors: BR-

50 errors). This problem with .sentence ending might have been more glaring
had the subjects had to paraphrase or -disambiguate a passage of successive
sentences, for then sentence bounaaries would have been crucial for completing
the task. Nevertheless, the failure of the Poorer Readers to mark sentence
boundaries begins to suggest a lack of sentence closure, namely, that the
Lorer Readers might not be attending-to sentence endifigs marked in the
written language by end punctuation. - But since the task required only a
single sentence,+the lack of end punctuation appears careless and not a
miscue which can be ascribed to some -underlying linguistic prohlem.

In sum, e@rrors in transcription are errors in surface realizations and
cannot readily be interpreted as miscues stemming from an underlying
linguistic confusion. If we were to examine the mechanics of each student
and find intra-student patterns of error, we might conclude that the
student might have a particular problem, perhaps rule confusion or some
interference from another language or dialect. But we did not analyze papers
for miscues. More importantly, we cannot ascribe errors in the transcribing
process to problems in language processing. Although students with enhanced
metalinguistic awareness as judged by their success on the paraphrase and
disambiguation tasks definitely wrote more correctly, we have no way
of attributing this ability to metalinguistic awareness, the metalinguistic
awareness which resulted in the Better Readers being better able to
paraphrase and disambiguate.  What the pronounced differences in tran-. -
scription do suggest, however, is that Better.Readers‘havé”énhanced facility
with producing language which matches the form desired by the adult reader.
Perhaps it is just such an awareness of fitting one's 1anguége to the
ﬁemanﬁs of the task and the audience which might be considered an important
‘aspect of metalinguistic awareness.

Errors in Syntax, Morphologyv and Semantics

The—problems—that the Poorer. Readers had in producing sentences
that were grammatical and coherent (not anomalous) is a problem different
than transcription. In this case, errors in production can be seen as errors

Kl

in either generating an appropriate paraphrase/disambiguation_—— a .
processing problem -- or & failure to map the appropriate answer onto

paper -- a mapping problem. One possible explanation of mapping errors might
Qo ' . B “n .
EMC . : . . XY

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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be that the subject, by paying attention to producing an agpropriate
paraphrase or disamb;guatioﬁ may be unable: to control: other syntactic or
semantic -factors needed to generate a grammatical sentence. These other '
syntactic'faEEdrs’Iﬁélﬁﬂé’httention’to verbs (tense, iﬁfiéétion, agreement
with subject, use of all-purpose "got"), noun inflections (plural and
possessive), articles {deletions and substitutions) and word order (posi-
tioning of modifiers}. Poorer Readers had more than twice the number of
verb problems as Better Readers; three times the ngmber of noun problefs;
twice the number of article problems and three times the-number of word order
problems. : ,
‘ Semantic factors are also present when producing a meaningful sentence:
the introduction of an anomalous word will subvert the intended meaning of
the sentence. The Pooter Readers introduced anomaly more than three times
as frequently as the. Better Readers. This also suggests attentional problems:
having: to generate an appropriate target’sentence while attending to other
sentence constraints may put a strain on the Poorer Readers linguistic
~capacities resulting in more errors. But since we did not correlate the
errors ‘of a particular subject with the same subject's-errors in paraphrase
and disambiguation, we cannot suggest that because paraphrase and disambigu-
ation seem to call on idengical processing capacities as generating a
grammatical, 'coherent sentence, a subject who had trouble performing the
paraphrase and disambiguation, tasks also had other problems in syntax
and semantics. We can state, however, that Better Readers, in general, «
make far fewer errors in syntax, morphology’ and semantics than Poorer
- Readers;-.and it seems reasonable to conclude that this competence with syntax,’
morphology and semantics is a result of the Bettetr Readers" enhanced
metalinguistic awareness. : ‘ ' C
If subjects had been given.an oral rask wherein each subject shad to
paraphrase and disambiguate orally, we could state that faulty paraphrase
and disambiguation is clearly a _processing, not a mapping problem.
One interesting aspect of this question ig the words deleted by the subjects
to complete the paraphrase task. ‘Both Better .Readers and Poorer Readers
deleted comparable numbers of words to finish the task (BR-20 words, PR-26
words), yet the Better Readers could delete non-essential words and still
paraphrase corgectlyi The Better Readers' ability to retain the gist
and generate a\correct paraphrase may be a furtherindicationof their
'metalinguistic‘abflity: Better readers knew what and how to paraphrase,
whereas the Podrer Readers deleted words needed to demonstrate correct
paraphrase. 1he other side of this question is the number of words added:
Poorer Readers Lﬁdéd more words than Better Readers, more words than
. needed to complete the task, once again suggesting that Better Readers
have more control and facility with their language.

l

. Imglicatibns l _

~

Reseavch into composing has concentrated primarily on the ideatiomnal,
o functional and Fhetorical side of writing: how writers access, compose
and revise ideas and language. Little research has been dore on the form of
writing -- the }apping and transcribing of meaning. . Yet, the finished
product. of writing must be.a mirror of the thoughts of the writer and be
_ comsonant with standard written English. Successful writers produce sentences
that correctly map their meaning: they write what they intended to mean;
they have sufficient control over both their thought and the written
language that they canimatch their mind to paper without introducing
extraneous or anomalous words or genetating © agrammatical sentences.
Successful writers can\also transcribe theii - ranings in standard written
English, replicating the forms of the written language they have read: good
writers spellreasonably| well and control tHReir punctuation to be certain ’
.their writing conunicanes their meaning (Calkins, 1980).
o . :
EMC ) . ’ \ . . ': "‘l
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This study concentrated on the developing writer's awareness of form
and suggests that better teaders _have a*metalinguistic repertoire that enables
them to complete a language processing/production task with fewer errotrs than
poorer readers. The better reader seems to attend more closely to forms --
linguistic, forms (paraphrase and ambiguity) .and written forms (mapping and
mechanics) -- and by so attending, is a better writer. This study further
suggests that poorer readers, students who could not paraphrase or disambiguate
well, lacked other metalinguistic skills evidenced "in their written responses.
Although much more research is needed, it seems that reading is. one skill that
relies on metalinguistic awareness sufficiert to décode and understand a text.
The reading capatity indicates facility with language which reflects the :
reader's sensitivity to and knowledge of a highly constrained symbol
system. It does not seem surprising; therefore, that the better readers
were the bettér writers (see Evanechko, 0llila and Armstrong, 1974, for the
converse, namely better writers are petter readers). -

Elementary school students are more successful in school when they can
read and write well. These two silent skills seem to depend.on a conscious-
ness of the written language as both a code and conveyor of meaning. This
study suggests that being able to manipulate the form of the.language
means success in the tasks; and the better readers ¢ould manipulate the
written language much better than ‘the poorer readers. What is needed now
is an investigation of the kinds of manipulative linguistic activities .
that Seem to enhance metalinguistic awareness. Also interesting would be an
examination of the kinds of writing activities that encourage the student’ to
match form and meaning, i.e. are skill workbooks or personal writing better
in improving awareness Of mechanics (see Calkins, 1980). Behind these
concerns are three overriding issues: 1) Does success in formal operations—-.
the ability to manipulate symbols-- correlate with metalinguistic ability;

2) Are there domains and structures within metalinguistic knowledge,

or do speaking, listening, reading and writing 21l tap a general consciousness
of "thé options and constraints of language; and 3) How does attention to

form develop: 1is there a sequence in the growth of mapping and transcribing.

if
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‘A second study was carried out with a small number of high (above
the 90th percentile) and low (20th to 40th percentile) fourth, seventh, tenth
graders. and normal and deficited adult readers. Materials developed for
each of the metalinguistic tasks (detection and correction of anomaly and
‘nongrammaticality, judgment . and generation of paraphrase, and judgment and
clarification of ambiguity) were presented in three modes: reading, writing
- ~ and listening/spedking. The trends observed in the data appear to
- provide some preliminary answers to several of the questions posed in the
introduction of this report. ) ' :

~
1

o Reseérch Plan o . _ ' . .

A. Subjects

Criteria for subject seleciion were. the following: age, socioeconomic
status, and reading and writing achievement. ) >

Age

Eight subjetts were chosen in each of three age groups:
Group I (9-11 years of age)

Group IT (12-14 years of age)

Group III ( 15-17 years of "age)

In addition, 16 adults -(over 30 years of age)‘were selected.

s Socioeconomic Status

All participants in the study are of lower-middle socioeconomic status.

'

Reading Achiévement

Subjects in each age .group were evenly divided into good readers and
deficited readers. Reading performance was identified by using two criteria:

1. Teacher evaluations of subjects' reading performance as good,
average or deficited. : . .

2. Reading achievement test scores. The following tests were used:

9-11 years —Gates-MacGinite Reading Test with Subtests

) 12-14 years —Gates-MacGinite Reading Test with Subtests
15217 years. - —Gates-MacGinite Reading Test with Subtests. -
Adults - _Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test with Subtests

Reading perforﬁance'was defined in the following manner:
Good - 90th percer.tile a~d above .
Deficited - below 30th perqentile
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- Procedure

There were four areaS'of meta-lingq}§£igﬂawareneés~in four modes of
processing that were assessed in the”context'of single sentences and passages.
Following is a list of the areas and modes that were assessed:

P' ! - - ..
' Modes of Processing l
F » S : Oral Wricten ”
| Metalinguistic Tasks . ) Listening Speaking Reading Writing 1
i _ et
E Anomaly B __1
1. Disjunction
.2. Causal
3, Conditional
4. Temporal
angrammaticality
1. Morphological . : ‘;
. -2. Adjective Clustering ‘ :
3. Adverbial Use
4. Preposition’
Paraphrase . j )
i. Lexical Substitution
2. Passive ’
3. Dative Movement
L 4. TFronting
2 Ambiguity ) -
\ L. Pronominal Referent
i 2. Lexical
i 3, Deep Structures
{ 4, Bracketing
i .




PR

.Practice Period,

-

_ Before each presentation of stimulus sentences or passages, subjects
“were given two examples to ensure that they understood the nature of the
, task. Practice items were not those used in the assessment procedure.
- T -

1. Application of metalinguistic awareness in processing sentences

Sentence Stimuli

Below are samples of sentences for each stimulus type.

-
Type Example
>~ Anomaly o ' ' . : :
Disjunction © Sally likes apples, but she likes bananas. .
Causal - . He broke his leg because he went’ to the hospital.’
Conditional ’ 1f he puts his boots on, it will rain. ' :
Temporal . While he stood on the shore,” he waded in the water.
Nongrammaticality . '
: Morphological T The Martian ship unintergrated when it hit the
g o atmosphere. . . :
’ Adjective Clustering The plastic big round ball fell off the table.
Adverbial Use . He wanted to play much.
Preposition . He broke the window by a hammer.
Paraphrase- o .. o
o Lexical Substitution =~ The teacher told us to stop talking. .
. Passive ' The money for the trip was raised by the fourth
_ grade. .
Dative Movement John sent every girl a valentine. '
Fronting His mother was waiting when he arrived home. .
. .
Ambiguity v : .
Pronomial Referent - John played with the dog while he was eating -
Lexical ' The coach asked me how many times Jack beat Stuart.
Deep Structure Do you want a tiger to chase you or a lion?
Surface Structure/ - The fat farmer's wife cooks all day long.
Bracketing T : :

Sentence Tasks

A. 'iﬁdémenﬁ Tasks

Listening . . |

1. PYaraphrase: listen .to twoO sentences and decide whether they have
the samie meaning. . .

2. Ambiguity: listen to, sentences and decide whether they imply more
than one meaning. _ o

3. VNongrammaticality: listen to sentences and decide whether they ate
correct. o : L S

4. Anomaly: listen to sentences and decide whether they are correct.

. Reading _ - .
1. Paraphrase: read two sentences and decide whether they have the same
.meaning. - o 3 .
2. Ambiguity: read sentences and decide whether they imply more than one
meaning. ' : ' - .




. . 30 g s
3. Nongrammaticality: read sentences and decide whether they are correct.
4. Anomaly: read sentences and decide whether they are correct

. .

B. Production Tasks

Listening-Speaking .

1. Paraphrase: orally rephrase sentences without changing the meaning.

2. Ambiguity: orally explain two or more meanings for ambiguous sentences. -
3. Nongrammaticality: orally correct errors-in sentences.

4. Anomaly:  orally correct errors in. sentences.

Reading-Writing :

1. Paraphrase: rewrite sentences without cﬁanging’the meaning.

2. Ambiguity: write two or more meanings for ambiguous sentences:
3. Nongrammaticality: write corrections to sentences.

4. Anomaly: write corrections to sentences. :

. 2. Application of Metalinguistic Awareness in Processing Passages

The role of, context was examined in the-processing of passages. As
stated previOUSlx, distinctions between good and deficited readers may be found

in how each group.uses context in varying metalinguistic tasks. There is

evidence which indicates that good readers ignore nongrammaticality in

passages (Gibson'and Levin, 1975). However, it is possible that good readers,
using context information, will be better able to detect anomaly, paraphrase and

- ambiguity in a passage than in a sentence, whereas processing a passage may

place more strain on the capacities of deficited readers. Therefore, detection

and correction of anomaly, detection of paraphrase and detection and disambiguation
of ambiguities will be assessed with passages. Nongrammaticality was included
to assess the hypothesis that good readers ignore then.

i

4 . ’ .

Passage Stimuli

Below.are examples of the types of passages used.

Paraphrase
1. Lexical substitution Dan's family went on a trip to a zoo. . They
4 : : walked for hours looking into different’cages. Dan
liked the gorilla best of all. It  stood up in its
‘ cage and pounded its chest. - :
2. Fronting . A person has to do a lot of work before he can
' become a teacher. First, there's four years of college.
Then, you have to practice as a student teacher. It
may be a lot of work, but most teachers feel it's
. "worth the effort. A °
3. .Passive : “When Randy was twelve years 0ld. he went with his
' parents to hear a\Speech. The speech was given by a
man named Martin Luther King. He spoke about a

° T, - " Jream he had dreamed.\ When Mr. King finished speaking,
Randy saw tears in his‘pgrents' eyes.
4. Dative: Movement Alan was very excited when he went to the first

baseball practice. ~The coégh told Alan to play third
base. Next, the coach hit all the fielders a ground
ball. Alan missed his ground ball but the coach wasn't
mad. ' v N v

Lk
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Ambiguity
1. Lgxical

(

2. Pronominal Referent -
3. Deep Structure

4. Surface Structure/
'+ Bracketing- :

’

Nongrammaticélﬁty
1. Morphological

2. Adjective Clustering

:3. Adverbial Use

4. Prepositions-

Anomal&
1. Disjunction

2. Causal

“

3. Conditional

4., Temporal
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Sally and Joe went our on dates every Tuesday
and Saturday night. They liked each other a lot.
John decided one day to .give Sally a ring. He
hoped she would be home. L ‘

Three brothers went ‘to school on a yellow school
bus. /The boys, were in kindergarten, first grade, |
and fourth-grade. In the afternoon the bus brought.
him back home. The driver was a friendlysman.

The woman robbed the bank and ran g¢lit the door.
The policeman heard the alarm and chased her down the
street. The policeman arrested the woman with a’gun.
The thief dropped the money. _

What is your ‘favorite dessert? My favorite
aunt's daughter bakes the best chocolate chip cookies.

-She learned how in a cooking class. Some day she will
" give me the recipe.

2 . ‘ N
Gail wanted to learn how to play the piano. §hgi
took lessons and’practicing every day. Soon 'she was
able to play songs from movies and from records.
Everyone thought Gail was very. talented.
Earthworms live in the ground. They do not have

lungs but breathe through their skins. An_earthworm

has stiff, many, short bristles on the freont and ‘sides

of its body. Johnny dug-up-earthworms_for fishing bait.

Joe knew that something nice was going to happen.—

- After school he ran home quick. When he got there he

found a big surprise. It was a.l0 épeed bicycle.
Frogs and toads are hard to, tell apart. Frogs
are smooth and slender. " Toads have thicker bodies

* which are covered in bumps. Both frogs and toads lay

their -eggs in water. Frogs live ‘in or near water
while toads are land dwellers. - o

It had started to rain very hard. Sally Had
neither a raincoat and an.umbrella. She started to
run toward the building entrance and kept on running.
Just as she ‘got there, she realized it had stopped
raining two minutes ago.

Carol's father -bought her a puppy for her tenth

*birthday. The dog was very small, and Carol kept it

in the house. The puppy didn't bark because it chewed
up Carol's father's slippers. The, next day, Carol's

father started building,a dog house in the backyard.

Bill and Joe went to the lake to fish, When
they got to the lake, the sun was shining. If Bill
puts his boots om, it will rain. In that kind of
weather the fishing is good. . :

When the rain started, the snow began to fall.
All the trees along the street had lost their leaves.
It seemed too early for this to happen. Winter was ..
coming early this year.

'
|
A



Passage Tasks

a. .Judgment Tasks

'/ _Listening . ” : ) . -
1. Paraphrase: listen to two passages and decide whether they have the same
meaning. : . . ,
2. -Ambiguity: listen to a passage and decide whether it contadns an
ambiguity. = ' |
3. Nongrammaticality: .listen to a passage and dec%de whether it contains
an error,. ’

4. Anomaly: listen to a passage and decide whether it contains .an error.

Reading - .
1. Paraphrase: read two passages and decide whether they have the same’
. meaning. - - '
2. Ambiguity: read a passage and decide whether it contains an ambiguity.
3. Nongrammaticality: read a passage and decide whether it contains an*
© - error. ' .
4. Anomaly: read a passage and decide whether it contains an error.
“b. Production Tasks -
Listening—-Speaking -
1. Paraphrase: listen to a passage and orally rephrase a senténce
stressed by the examiner without changing the meaning.
2. Ambiguity: listen to a passage and orally explain two or more
meanings for a sentence stréssed by the examiner.

3. Nongrammaticality: 1listen to a passage and corgecp_errors-produced

“by--the e